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Abstract 
This paper examines the role that curriculum co-creation can play in creating a more 
inclusive higher education and, in so doing, addresses the complex challenge of differential 
student outcomes and attainment. It achieves this by exploring Kingston University’s Student 
Curriculum Consultant Programme (SCCP), which is an integral part of the institution’s 
Inclusive Curriculum Framework (ICF). Students who work as Curriculum Consultants use 
their own diverse lived experiences and Kingston University’s ICF to collaborate with staff to 
create more accessible, meaningful and globally-relevant curricula at all levels of the 
institution. The consultants work with staff in a variety of ways to address potential barriers in 
the curriculum. This paper examines three instances of co-creation facilitated through the 
SCCP. We argue that this programme acts as a mechanism through which the institution 
can not only legitimate, but also actively endorse and encourage co-creation in order to 
create more inclusive curricula.  
 
 
Introduction 
Differential outcomes between student groups based on ethnicity, socio-economic class and 
disability have been persistent in higher education (HE) (HEFCE 2015; Universities UK, 
2016). The most recent data from the newly-formed UK Office for Students (OfS) evidences 
the continuing reality of these perennial patterns, highlighting significant differences between 
students who gain a first or upper second class degree, compared to those that do not, on 
the basis of socio-economic status, as measured by Participation of Local Areasi. Students 
from high participation neighbourhoods significantly outperform students who come from 
lower participation neighbourhoods. Similarly, age is a key demographic delineator of 
attainment outcomes, with younger students outperforming mature students. The most 
recent data also supports the existence of the most pernicious unexplained ‘gap’ in 
attainment outcomes based on ethnicity, which has become known as the BME attainment 
gapii. This data shows a staggering twenty-two percentage point difference between the 
proportions of White graduates gaining a first or upper second class degree compared with 
Black graduates and an eleven percentage point difference between White and Asian 
graduates (OfS, 2018). The challenge of differential attainment based on demographic 
status is not only confined to the UK: other HE institutions in the US and Australia report 
similar challenges.  
Identifying and addressing these disparate outcomes has become a key challenge for HE 
(Millward, 2018). To date, the dominant discourse of differential attainment is one based on 
a model of student deficit, where students from particular backgrounds are deemed to have 
Articles 
 
Compass: Journal of Learning and Teaching, Vol 12, No 1, 2019 
 
particular barriers preventing them from achieving in HE. However recent research has 
challenged the student-deficit model and points to the fact that the causes of differential 
attainment are incredibly complex and multi-dimensional (Mountford-Zimdars, 2015). Whilst 
acknowledging the challenges faced by some students, this thesis recognises that normative 
cultures of/in universities can act to ‘other’ students from ‘non-traditional’ backgrounds 
(Crozier et al., 2008, Reay et al., 2010, Meuleman et al., 2014). There is a growing body of 
work which argues that ‘exclusive’ institutional cultures and academic curricula (which 
normalise the lived experiences of so-called ‘traditional’ students at the expense of the 
backgrounds, behaviours and values of our increasingly diverse student body) have a 
significant part to play in differential student outcomes (Ross et al., 2018). The response to 
these arguments must be a reflective approach to identify the (often unwritten and 
unrecognised) normative assumptions that are embedded in the curricula and learning 
cultures of higher educational institutions (HEIs) which contribute to differential student 
outcomes (Hughes, 2016).   
The contention that a significant proportion of curriculaiii in HE is Western-centric is well 
rehearsed (Maila, 2010; Tange and Kastberg, 2013). Clearly curricula centred on the 
knowledge and lived experiences of dominant social groups do not best serve the needs of a 
more diverse society (Gundara and Sharma, 2010, quoted in Daddow, 2013). We argue that 
what is required of HE is a robust and thorough reflection of the dimensions of our curricula 
and how they impact on the learning experience of diverse student groups. This will no doubt 
involve adopting curricula that better reflect, embrace and celebrate the backgrounds of all 
students in their classrooms.  
In the main body of this paper, we explore the potential of curriculum co-creation to create 
more inclusive curricula that echo and acknowledge the backgrounds of our students. First, 
however, we define co-creation, and subsequently consider its relationship with an inclusive 
curriculum, arguing that curricula which students are encouraged to craft will be inherently 
more inclusive than one created solely by academic teachers.   
Co-creation and creating an inclusive curriculum  
Whilst it is true to say that academics remain the principal gatekeepers of curricula in HE, 
there is a growing recognition of the role that students can play in curricular co-creation’ and 
how, in turn, this contributes to teaching excellence (McCulloch, 2009; Willis and Gregory, 
2016). There is, however, no single agreed definition of ‘co-creation’. Terms such as 
‘students as partners’ (Healy et al., 2014; Levy et al., 2010), ‘co-producers’ (McCulloch, 
2009) and ‘co-constructors’ (Fraser and Bosanquet, 2006) are used inter-changeably. What 
is clear is that co-creation requires the active participation of students in their learning and is 
not simply about ‘the student voice’. Co-creation requires a fundamental shift, from the 
traditional lecturer-student relationship – where one party, the teacher, is seen as the 
‘producer of knowledge’ and the other, the student, as its ‘consumer’ - to one in which 
teachers and students act together as joint constructors of knowledge (Fraser and 
Bosanquet, 2006). Whilst this does not mean starting from a blank canvas (and can indeed 
draw on existing knowledge), it implies that students are equal partners in a co-operative 
process of finding new knowledge and perspectives (Willis and Gregory, 2016). In other 
words, co-creation, rejecting that producer/consumer relationship, demands a sustained 
epistemological reinterpretation that is neither ad hoc nor tokenistic’ (Willis and Gregory, 
2016). Whilst we acknowledge the critics of co-creation, who suggest that it has the potential 
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to diminish the rigour and stretch of a learning experience, we argue, on the contrary, that 
co-creation has the capacity to enrich the learning experience for all students.  
We argue that the philosophical approach of co-creation is fundamentally aligned with the 
epistemological underpinning of an inclusive curriculum. Both of these challenge and reverse 
the student-deficit model, so that “staff take on the role of enablers of disempowered 
students” (Healey et al., 2014, p.15, in Willis and Gregory, 2016, p. 5).  An inclusive 
curriculum, encompassing diverse perspectives and strategies, is more rounded, relevant 
and meaningful (Hockings, 2010).  
Co-creation requires a profound change of practice by academic institutions and their 
teachers, as does robust engagement with the principles of an inclusive curriculum.  Both 
challenge the silencing of voices in the classroom, enabling both staff and students to 
contribute to the curriculum and ultimately see themselves, their backgrounds and their 
experiences reflected in it. An ‘inclusive’, ‘co-created’ curriculum is crucial to ensuring that all 
students are connected to their learning and therefore more likely to achieve successful 
outcomes. Co-creation therefore has a fundamental role in addressing the retention, 
progression and attainment differentials of various student groups from a range of ‘protected 
characteristics’ (HEFCE, 2015) and should be considered a transformative strategy for 
achieving a more meaningful, student-centred learning experience for our contemporary 
diverse student body.  
In the remainder of this paper, we explore one example of how HEIs can engage with co-
creation. It presents the ‘Student Curriculum Consultants Programme’ (SCCP), a Kingston 
University (London) initiative developed as part of this institution’s ‘Inclusive Curriculum 
Framework’ (ICF). Before we present our case-studies, it is essential to contextualise them 
within the work on the ICF at Kingston.  
Kingston University’s ‘Inclusive Curriculum Framework’ (ICF) 
Kingston University is a post-1992 university in South West London with approximately 
15,000 students, many of whom come from a range of ‘widening participation’ backgrounds. 
Specifically, over fifty per cent of students at Kingston are from black and minority ethnic 
(BME) backgrounds. Over the past five years, one of Kingston’s key priorities has been to 
reduce its BME attainment gap, by taking a strategic institutional approach to the changing 
of practice rather than by focusing on individual small-scale interventions (McDuff et al., 
2018). Since it began five years ago, the approach has been largely successful, with 
reductions in the attainment gap between BME and white students seen year on year from 
twenty-nine percentage points in 2011/12 to eleven percentage points in 2016/17 (McDuff, 
op.cit.).  
Part of Kingston’s institutional approach has been to develop and subsequently deliver 
training and support to staff to use the ICF in their teaching and learning (McDuff and 
Hughes, 2015). The framework identifies three key principles which together embody 
inclusivity. These are: 
i) to create an accessible curriculum; 
ii) to enable students to see themselves and their backgrounds reflected in the 
curriculum; 
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iii) to equip students with the skills to contribute positively to, and work in, a diverse, 
global environment. 
The principle of an accessible curriculum extends beyond ensuring that the curriculum 
‘accommodates’ students with (physical and mental) disabilities and learning differences by 
recognising that educational practice is culturally-specific (Haigh, 2009). The challenge, 
therefore, is to ensure that curricula do not give competitive advantage to students with 
particular local knowledges. Accessibility to institutional norms and cultures becomes 
paramount, recognising the responsibility of academic institutions to use accessible 
language to ensure that all students from whatever background can be fully active members 
of the UK academic knowledge community (McKay and Devlin, 2014). The principle of 
enabling students to see themselves reflected in the curriculum operates in two domains: the 
first relates to the ways in which disciplines address the epistemological challenge to 
Eurocentric narratives; the second challenges HEIs to ensure that students see – as role 
models, mentors and teachers – ‘people like them’ (Umbach, 2006) in their everyday HE 
experiences, as well as in curriculum content and case studies. The final principle of 
Kingston’s ICF is to equip students with the skills to contribute positively to and work in a 
diverse, global environment. The starting point here is that students who are exposed to 
multiple perspectives and life-worlds and learn to respect diversity and difference in the 
classroom will be better equipped to work collaboratively with others from a variety of 
cultures, backgrounds and positions in the workplace (Svensson and Wihlbord, 2010). 
Engaging students in the classroom gives them a sense of legitimacy and belonging; further, 
it enables them to learn from each other.  
Kingston’s philosophy is that, if academic teachers are mindful of these three principles in 
their curriculum design and student engagement strategies, they will be more able to 
facilitate students’ sense of belonging to, and connection with, their learning and thus more 
likely to motivate them to produce their best work.  The SCCP was developed as part of the 
ICF and is introduced in the next section along with three case studies in which the 
‘Curriculum Consultants’ contributed to the co-creation of the curriculum. Co-creation is 
viewed as a central strategy to ensure that academic curricula are more inclusive or, in other 
words, more relevant, meaningful and accessible to our increasingly diverse student body 
(Hockings, 1990).  
Kingston University’s ‘Student Curriculum Consultant Programme’ (SCCP) 
Following the initial success of Kingston’s ICF, the idea for the SCCP was developed to 
involve students in institutional change, creating a more inclusive learning experience for all 
students in order to reduce the BME attainment gap. The main goals of this programme are 
to allow students to use the ICF to develop curricula, share their diverse voices and 
perspectives and gain valuable professional experience by working with academic staff on 
curriculum development.  
Curriculum Consultants are undergraduate and graduate students, trained and supported by 
academic and professional staff to share with academic course teams and professional 
services their diverse perspectives on curricula. They use the principles of the ICF to review 
course materials and discuss how a particular course or module can work toward becoming 
more inclusive of and accessible to our diverse student body. Participating in such a 
consultation encourages staff to see their curricula from a range of student perspectives and 
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provides an opportunity, through collaboration with students, to consolidate their 
understanding of the ICF. 
The 2016-2017 pilot programme trained more than eighty student consultants. Evaluation of 
this programme suggested that fewer, more robustly trained consultants would be more 
effective. n consequence, the subsequent year saw the appointment of eight undergraduate 
Curriculum Consultants and two Senior Consultants (Level 7 Masters students) as leaders. 
In accordance with a key programme principle, these were paid roles, so that students who 
might not, for time and money reasons, undertake them on a voluntary basis would be 
encouraged to participate and offer their perspectives. The appointees represented such 
institution-wide courses as visual arts, social sciences, business and maths; they fulfilled the 
key criteria of commitment to equality and the desire to contribute to making the University 
more inclusive. The two Senior Consultants took responsibility for mentoring the others as 
well as for speaking publicly and delivering workshops, in both of which opportunities they 
supported their team to share.  
A programme of training ensured that the students were fully conversant with all aspects of 
the ICF, felt supported and had the confidence to share their own perspectives and speak 
about issues of (in)equality in HE. The training involved a session on inequality in HE and 
Kingston’s approach, which firmly rejects the student-deficit model to differential attainment. 
The training also provided students with the opportunity to unpick and discuss issues such 
as privilege and inequality.  
The Curriculum Consultants’ main goal is to encourage academic staff across the University 
to create more inclusive teaching and learning experiences for students. They focus upon 
curricular matters through the lens of the ICF. As part of their work in this programme, they 
consulted with academic staff on curriculum development, participated in staff development 
workshops which focused on inclusive teaching, met with course teams to give constructive 
feedback about the inclusivity of their programmes and delivered – to staff and students – 
workshops focused on such topics as the language that academics use, which can 
(unwittingly) create barriers for some student groups. 
In the remainder of this paper, we discuss three successful case studies which together 
reflect the initial outcomes of a programme, still in its infancy. The case studies highlight 
varying degrees of co-creation between student Curriculum Consultants and academic staff 
and their programmes. The final section of the paper considers how the programme has 
been evaluated and offers an insight, from the Curriculum Consultants’ own perspective, into 
the benefits of participating in the programme.  
Co-creation: Curriculum Consultant case studies 
Ensuring inclusivity in current programmes: the example of Business Management 
The Curriculum Consultants worked with the Business Management team at Kingston 
University holistically, reviewing every module on the course. A large team of seven 
consultants worked closely with heads of the course and agreed to review in depth each 
module on the virtual learning environment (VLE) – a total of twenty-three modules. This 
involved two preliminary steps. First, the project manager of the Curriculum Consultant 
programme met with the members of the Business Management team to understand their 
needs and explain the role the consultants could play This was an important part of ensuring 
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that the course leader supported and understood the programme and contributed to the 
process – in terms of providing an insight not only into her/her current concerns, but also into 
how the course could benefit from the feedback. Second, the Curriculum Consultants met 
with the project manager to understand the task and prepare for a meeting with the course 
team. During this meeting, the group looked at one of the modules on the VLE and used the 
ICF as a tool to analyse and discuss it, thereby identifying what was, from the consultants’ 
varied perspectives, less accessible in terms of content and presentation. The project 
manager and the participating Senior Curriculum Consultant facilitated the conversation. The 
goal of the meeting was for each of the seven consultants to have a chance to analyse the 
module and share their thoughts about it.   
At the end of the preparatory meeting, the consultants divided up the modules and each 
independently reviewed three or four modules over a period of two weeks. The Senior 
Consultant acted as a support, checking in with the others via a WhatsApp group and 
encouraging discussion and questions throughout their individual work, part of which was the 
completion of a personal report to summarise their feedback and provide a means of 
focusing discussion with the course team. The report included what was done well, 
recommendations for improvement and questions for discussion. Determining what was 
done well or what could be improved focused upon the criterion of inclusivity in teaching and 
learning, based on the principles of the ICF and as perceived by the consultants as students 
from diverse backgrounds.  
Following the independent work, the consultants came together with the project manager for 
a second preparatory meeting. At this meeting, they discussed their feedback about the 
various modules, focusing on similarities and differences in the modules, including pertinent 
features that could instructively inform module design. As a team, they prepared to meet with 
the Business Management course leaders. 
Two course leaders met with the seven consultants to discuss the review of the modules and 
the course more holistically. These meetings could prove challenging for less confident or 
inexperienced Curriculum Consultants so the project manager attends as a support, though 
engages very little in the actual discussion. The Senior Curriculum Consultant took a lead 
role in ensuring everyone was introduced and in setting a friendly and supportive tone. As a 
result of this meeting, the course leaders requested that the consultants should each meet 
individually with each module leader to go through her/his module in depth. Support from the 
course leaders was instrumental in ensuring that the consultants could connect with and 
have in-depth discussions with every module leader.  
In the end, each of the consultants, having worked independently on their allocated  module, 
met with the respective module leader for a rich personal discussion about the feedback and 
for relevant questions from both sides. The module leaders were thus able to explore and 
gain deeper understanding of diverse student experiences and perspectives of a VLE and its 
content.    
There were some challenges to achieving co-creation in this instance. In particular, 
collaboration on this scale requires significant advance planning, very good communication 
and, certainly, buy-in from staff across the course. The initial timescale for the review was 
one month; however, expanding the work to include meetings with each module leader 
added three months to the timeline, making the work a full project from May to August. The 
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time of year worked well for the module leaders, as they were in the process of re-
developing modules and could make time to engage fully with the process. The long timeline 
was necessary, as, though some module leaders were ready to meet consultants as early as 
June, others took over modules or returned from leave (for research or other reasons) as 
late as August. Advance planning is ideal, but not always possible when responding to the 
needs of courses.  
Ensuring that the project connected with mainstream institutional processes and 
programmes did help to achieve an appropriate level of student-staff collaboration. This also 
encouraged buy-in from the course leader and team and encouraged all staff to meet 
individually with the consultants. However, even with this alignment the success of the 
project also hinged upon the course team’s recognising the value of the process and making 
sure that it was tailored to meet the specific needs of the Business Management course, as 
well as upon supporting the academic team through the process – including creating space 
for regular meetings between the Curriculum Consultants and the Business Management 
team. 
It is too early to assess the impact of this initiative on differential attainment and outcomes. 
However, the case study provides a ‘formula’ as to how HEIs can support and facilitate a 
culture or expectation of co-creation.  
Ensuring inclusivity in University documentation: The case study of the ‘Guided 
Independent Learning’ template 
Developing Kingston’s Guided Independent Learning template was a unique example of co-
creation that gave one Curriculum Consultant the opportunity to work with the Learning and 
Teaching Enhancement Centre and the Student Union to influence practice at the 
institutional level. Undergraduate courses at Kingston typically outline a 300-hour time 
commitment per module, which is spent in classrooms and seminars and on field trips, 
placements and a variety of other activities, including guided independent study time. The 
Guided Independent Study template was initially drafted at the institutional level by the 
Directorate for Student Achievement, to provide staff with a student-facing template they 
could adapt to communicate clearly the meaning and expectations of guided independent 
study time. As a student-facing document that would be embedded in institutional quality-
enhancement processes and that would become a requirement for Validation, it was 
important that students co-created the document to ensure that it was meaningful and 
relevant to them. To facilitate this work, members of the Student Achievement Directorate 
and the Academic Affairs Officer of the Union of Kingston Students met to discuss the nature 
of the document and how we could work with a Student Curriculum Consultant to develop it 
so that it would ‘speak’ to students. With the Union’s support, a consultant fed back on the 
initial draft and contributed to the continuing development of the document.  
The impact of this collaboration has been far-reaching, as the template has been rolled out 
across the institution. The collaboration between the University, the Curriculum Consultants 
and the Student Union to create a teaching and learning resource is being used as a 
successful case study showcasing co-creation; it paves the way for additional collaborations 
at Kingston. The exercise worked because of positive relationships between the Student 
Union, the staff members involved in the initial development of the Guided Independent 
Learning Hours template and the Student Curriculum Consultant team.  
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Ensuring inclusivity in new courses: the case study of the Sports Science Scrutiny 
meeting 
The Curriculum Consultants worked closely with the Sports Science department on a 
number of exercises throughout the 2016-2017 and 2017-18 academic years. Their first 
collaborative task was a review of course handbooks and materials for their existing courses 
which the course team reported as very helpful. This engagement between the Sports 
Science team and the Curriculum Consultants programme subsequently led to further 
collaboration. The Sports Science team asked the consultants to attend and participate in a 
scrutiny meeting with a panel consisting of Academic Registry Quality Assurance staff, 
Sports Science staff and staff external to the faculty. The purpose of the meeting was for a 
new Sports Science Foundation course to receive feedback and scrutiny from fellow 
academics and Curriculum Consultants on their module descriptors and course structure.  
The consultants were asked to review the new course handbook and module descriptors, 
considering, in particular, the accessibility and inclusivity of the curriculum, using their own 
lived experience and Kingston’s ICF. This feedback would then directly influence the 
changes to and development of the new course.  
The exercise was unique in that the consultants participated in a quality assurance (QA) 
activity that is directly embedded in University processes. This was possible because of 
relationships developed over the academic year between the consultants and Sports 
Science course team, as well as relationships created between the Curriculum Consultant 
team and Academic Registry staff.  
One of the key limitations of the scrutiny meeting was time. With such a large panel all 
providing input, each academic and consultant was only able to provide a certain amount of 
input. In future, rather than having one large meeting, we have agreed with Academic 
Registry that the consultants will meet with new course teams prior to the formal scrutiny 
meeting to allow a) more time and in-depth discussion between students and academic 
teams and b) course teams more time to make initial changes prior to scrutiny by other 
academic staff.  
Programme evaluation and student perspectives 
The programme evaluation has focused on the impact and reach on both the courses and 
course teams who have worked with the curriculum consultants, as well as on the student 
curriculum consultants themselves.  
A week after the course teams met the consultants, we provided the course teams with a 
feedback survey containing open-ended questions focused on how their understanding of 
inclusion had developed and what changes they had already made or planned to make as a 
result of connecting with the consultants. Subsequently, we interviewed the course teams to 
assess the programme’s longer-term impact and logged curricula transformation resulting 
from the teams’ engagement with the consultants; at the same time, we identified any case 
studies of change that might be shared more widely across the University. Finally, to gain an 
even deeper understanding of how the programme had operated – and thus to improve it for 
the future – we asked all participating staff to take part in a twenty-minute interview to glean 
their personal experiences of the programme.  
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The evaluation process has suggested that co-creation is taking place and the didactic 
relationship between teacher and student is being successfully challenged in order to 
change the curriculum for the better. For example, a Curriculum Consultant commented after 
the Business Management work piece: “the team were quite receptive to the 
feedback….they wanted to implement the changes…. the team themselves…offered 
alternative ideas too which was great and it was nice to be able to explain things a bit more 
thoroughly and answer their questions”. Similarly, a staff member in Sports Science stated 
that their team’s meeting with the Curriculum Consultants “brought to light notable 
differences in student and staff perspectives of the documents which was most informative 
to us”. A Sports Science academic continued: “the feedback we received was most 
informative and appreciated and highlighted to us how students perceive a curriculum, a 
worthy exercise”. For the most part, both staff and students have embraced the principles of 
co-creation, recognising its value and, in particular, its capacity to enrich the learning 
experience for all students. The reduction in rigour in a co-created programme – an 
expressed concern – has therefore not materialised.  
The second part of the evaluation focused on how the programme affected the participating 
Curriculum Consultants. We invited them to complete a survey and take part, at the end of 
the academic year, in an interview which focused on skills development (including their 
understanding of equality, diversity and inclusion issues), as well as their experiences of the 
programme. In future, we also plan to analyse the progression and graduate outcomes of the 
consultants.  One key theme which arose from this part of the evaluation was the importance 
that the consultants placed on gaining knowledge of the University and the transferable skills 
that they had gained. One consultant stated: “it's definitely allowed me to develop myself and 
critically engage with systems of change in the university on a more granular level. It has 
definitely prepared me for the next stage of my life.” Another explained: “for students it’s a 
way to prepare for the real world by having a job where you have to conduct yourself in a 
professional manner.”  Indeed, one consultant was absolutely clear that “being a curriculum 
consultant was key to getting the job I have now”.  
One of the common challenges the consultants highlighted was managing the power 
dynamics of co-creating or consulting with academics. They recommended improvements to 
the operation of the programme, including more regular meetings, provision of additional 
opportunities for development and inclusion of further training about inclusive learning and 
teaching. As a whole, it was clear that the consultants felt that training and support from the 
staff organising the scheme was integral to their confidence and success. 
Perhaps one of the most significant impacts that the programme has had is to engender the 
principles of inclusion in the consultants themselves: they will then enter employment “with 
the skills to positively contribute to and work in a global and diverse world” (ICF). One of the 
consultants commented: “I learned to think about things from not just my own perspective”. 
Similarly, another consultant said: “the job challenges you to think from various people's 
perspective”. 
Conclusion  
In this paper, we have introduced the issue of the persistent and longstanding differential 
student outcomes evident in HE, suggesting that identifying and addressing these disparate 
outcomes has become a key challenge for the sector. Furthermore, we have suggested that 
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curriculum co-creation is an effective way of addressing differential student outcomes, by 
ensuring that curricula are more inclusive and reflect the backgrounds, perspectives and life-
worlds of an increasingly diverse student body. By doing so, we have highlighted the 
alignment between the epistemological underpinnings of co-creation and the development of 
an inclusive curriculum, arguing that both require academic teachers to rethink, 
fundamentally, their relationship to students. Rather than passive recipients of knowledge, 
students should be viewed as ‘untapped resources’ in university classrooms, bringing with 
them diverse backgrounds and experiences which, when used effectively, can enrich the 
learning experience (Steele and Ryan, 2014).  
Effectively engaging students and staff as co-creators of knowledge and learning experience 
is one of the most important challenges in HE in the twenty-first century and, as Willis and 
Gregory (2016) argue, “the question leaders should start with is ‘why not co-creation?’ rather 
than ‘why?’” (Willis and Gregory, 2016, p.1). Kingston University’s SCCP offers one 
mechanism through which students can drive institutional change. However, importantly, the 
Programme, by facilitating co-creation, puts diverse student voices and multiple perspectives 
at the centre of curriculum strategy and practice.  It does this by using the institution’s ICF as 
the lens which brings student engagement clearly into focus, ensuring that University 
curricula strengthen the learning journey for all students. As Brink (2008, p.6) argues, “one 
way or another, we all have to learn, and keep on learning. And we will learn more from 
those people, those ideas, and those phenomena that we do not know, than from those we 
know only too well.” In this way, it moves the University beyond ‘student partnership’ 
initiatives which encourage students to either act as ‘ambassadors’ for the University or as 
the representatives of their student colleagues. Rather, it problematises the narrative of the 
‘student voice’, recognising that students’ experience HE curricula in multiple, complex and 
often contradictory ways.   
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